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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Charles Wright appeals the district court's order granting summary
judgment for his employer, Technology Service Solutions, and
Edward Reynolds in his employment discrimination action brought
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1981 (1994). Upon de novo review, we
affirm.

Wright, ablack male, alleges that TSS terminated his employment
because of hisrace, in violation of § 1981. Specifically, he claims that
he received a higher workload than other customer engineers because
of hisrace. The district court determined that Wright failed to estab-
lish aprimafacie case of discrimination and that, moreover, he did
not show that TSS' legitimate, non-discriminatory reason for termi-
nating his employment was pretextual .

We review an award of summary judgment de novo. See Higgins

v. E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cir.
1988). Summary judgment is appropriate where the record taken as
awhole establishes "that there is no genuine issue as to any materia
fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter

of law." Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 247 (1986).
In ruling on a motion for summary judgment, a court must assess the
evidence in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion.
See Charbonnages de France v. Smith, 597 F.2d 406, 414 (4th Cir.
1979).

We evaluate Wright's § 1981 employment racial discrimination

case under the disparate treatment proof scheme developed for Title
VIl actionsin McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green , 411 U.S. 792
(1973). See Patterson v. McLean Credit Union, 805 F.2d 1143, 1147
(4th Cir. 1986). A plaintiff raises an inference of discrimination when
he proves the following: (1) that he belongs to a protected class;
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(2) that he suffered an adverse employment action; (3) that he, at the
time of the adverse action, was performing hisjob at alevel that met
his employer's | egitimate expectations; and (4) that the adverse

action occurred under circumstances that rai se a reasonable inference
of unlawful discrimination. See Ennisv. National Assn of Business
& Educational Radio, Inc., 53 F.3d 55, 58 (4th Cir. 1995). If the
plaintiff succeeds in proving the primafacie case, the burden shifts

to the defendant to show a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for
the employment decision. See Page v. Bolger, 645 F.2d 227, 230-31
(4th Cir. 1981). Then, if the defendant carries this burden, the plaintiff
must show that the proffered reason was a pretext for discrimination.
See Texas Dep't of Community Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U.S. 248, 256
(1981). A pretext exists only if the plaintiff shows that the defendant's
proffered reason is false and that discrimination was the actual reason
for the challenged action. See Jiminez v. Mary Washington College,
57 F.3d 369, 378 (4th Cir. 1995) (citing St. Mary's Honor Ctr. v.
Hicks, 509 U.S. 502 (1993)).

Wefind that even if Wright established a prima facie case of racia
discrimination, TSS demonstrated alegitimate, nondiscriminatory
reason for terminating his employment. The record evidences that
TSS terminated Wright's employment for poor performance. The
record further indicates that Wright failed to produce probative evi-
dence that TSS' proffered reason for its employment decision was
pretextual or based on Wright's race. Wright's naked opinions and
unsupported allegations are insufficient to prove pretext. See Gairola
v. Virginia Dep't of Gen'l Servs., 753 F.2d 1281, 1288 (4th Cir.
1985). Further, we find that the district court's granting of summary
judgment did not violate Wright's Seventh Amendment right to ajury
trial. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal con-
tentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



